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REMARKS 

Applicants have amended the claims in order to more particularly define the 
invention taking into consideration the outstanding Official Action. Claim 18 has been 
amended to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention and as fully supported by Applicants' specification as would be 
understood by one of ordinary skill in the art to which the invention pertains. In this 
regard, the Examiner's attention is most respectfully directed to Figs. 4F-4J and the 
associated discussion in Applicants' specification. 

Claims 1-17 have been previously canceled from the application without 
prejudice or disclaimer by the preliminary amendment of October 7, 2003. The claims 
now remaining in the application are claims 18-27. Applicants most respectfully submit 
that all the claims now present in the application are in full compliance with 35 U.S.C. 
§112 and are clearly patentable over the references of record. 

Applicants note the requirement that Figure 1 should be designated by a legend 
such as "Prior Art" because only that which is old is illustrated. Applicants submit 
herewith an amended drawing with the legend "Prior Art" which is attached at the end 
of this paper. Accordingly, it is most respectfully requested that this objection be 
withdrawn. 

The rejection of claims 18-27 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kalnitsky et al. has been carefully considered but is most respectfully traversed in view 
of the amendment to claim 18. 

With respect to the anticipation rejection, Applicants wish to direct the Examiner's 

attention to MPEP § 2131 which states that to anticipate a claim, the reference must 

teach every element of the claim. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as 
set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently 
described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros. 
V. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). "The identical 
invention must be shown in as complete detail as is 
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contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co,, 
868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed Cir. 
1989). The elements must be arranged as required by the 
claim, but this is not an ipsissimis verbis test, i.e., identity of 
terminology is not required. In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 
USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
Where in the reference is all of the limitations now set forth in the claims now 

present in the application? Accordingly, it is most respectfully requested that the 

anticipation rejection be withdrawn in view of the further amendments to the claims. 

Therefore, Applicants specifically traverse the rejection on the grounds that the 
Kalnitsky (US 6,236,082) patent neither discloses nor suggests a flash memory device 
and fabricating method therefor: 

in which the source region 112 covers the groove 108 entirely, as defined in the 
amended claim 18 (and supported by Figs. 4F-4J); and 

in which the gate electrode is formed after the step of forming the source region 
1 1 2 in the substrate 1 00 by implanting a source dopant in the substrate 1 00, as defined 
in the amended claim 1 8 (and supported by page 9, line 7 to page 1 0, line 1 9 and Figs. 
4F-4J). 

It is clear from Fig. 13 of Kalnitsky that the source region 344 does not cover the 
grooves 312, 314 entirely. Moreover, it is clear from Figs. 1 1 and 12 of Kalnitsky that 
the source region 344 is formed after the step of forming the floating gates 336, 338. 
This is because the operation of the apparatus of Kalnitsky is fundamentally different 
from that of the claimed invention. 

The apparatus of Kalnitsky has a critical consequence: 

Since the source region 344 is formed after the step of forming the floating gates 
336, 338, the source region 344 cannot cover the grooves 312, 314 entirely. Therefore, 
an erasing operation cannot be maintained uniformly. 

In accordance with the present invention, the source region 112 covers the 
groove 1 08 entirely so that an erasing efficiency of the cell transistor can be enhanced, 
i.e., the erasing operation can be executed uniformly. 
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Applicants believe that this is a full and complete response to the Office Action. 
For the reasons discussed above, Applicants now respectfully submit that all of the 
pending claims are in complete condition for allowance. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner's rejections be withdrawn. 

Should the Examiner require or consider it advisable that the specification, 
claims and/or drawings be further amended or corrected in formal respects, in order to 
place the case in condition for final allowance, then it is respectfully requested that such 
amendment or correction be carried out by Examiner's Amendment and the case be 
passed to issue. 

Alternatively, should the Examiner feel that a personal discussion might be 
helpful in advancing this case to allowance, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned. 

In view of the above comments and further amendments to the claims, favorable 
reconsideration and allowance of ail of the claims now present in the application are 
most respectfully requested. 



625 Slaters Lane, 4*^ Fl. 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
Phone: (703) 683-0500 
Facsimile: (703) 683-1080 
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